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O R D E R  

On M a y  2 5 ,  1984, CELLNET/Louisville, Cellular Mobile 

Services of Kentucky, Inc., Courier Communications Corporation, 

GencOm, Inc., Jeftel Cellular Radio Incorporated, Kentucky 

Cellular Telephone Company, Louisville Radiofone, Incorporated, 

M-C Partners of Louisville, M e t r o  Mobile CTS, Millicom, Inc., and 

Westel-Louisville Company, Ltd. (“Louisville Cellular Telephone 

Companies‘), by counsel, filed a Motion for Full Intervention and 

to Reschedule Hearing. 

On May 30, 1984, Louisville CGSA, Inc., by counsel, filed 

objections to the Motion stating, among other things, that the 

Motion, to the extent that it seeks intervention, should be 

denied because none of t h e  entities purportedly involved in 

“ W U i 8 V i l h  Cellular Telephone Companies‘ poeeeas any actual, 

present interest, that the Motion refers to the entities aa 

“potential competitors*, that the Motion was not timely filed, 



a n d ,  to  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e  H o t i o n  s e e k s  t o  p o s t p o n e  t h e  h e a r i n g  

s c h e d u l e d  J u n e  5 ,  1984, it s h o u l d  be d e n i e d  because  d e l a y  would 

be c o n t r a r y  t o  t h e  n a t i o n a l  po l icy  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  Federal 

Communications Commission ("FCC")  and, for e n g i n e e r i n g  and  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  r e a s o n s ,  d e l a y  would i m p o s e  s u b s t a n t i a l  u n n e c e s s a r y  

r i s k s  and costs. 

On J u n e  4 ,  1984 ,  L o u i s v i l l e  C e l l u l a r  T e l e p h o n e  Companies, 

by  c o u n s e l ,  f i l e d  a Reply  to t h e  o b j e c t i o n s  of L o u i s v i l l e  CGSA, 

Inc. The Reply states ,  among o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  that t h e  L o u i s v i l l e  

C e l l u l a r  T e l e p h o n e  Companies have  e n t e r e d  i n t o  a p a r t n e r s h i p  a n d  

s e t t l e m e n t  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  respect to  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  t h e  

FCC for a n o n - w i r e l e s s  p e r m i t  f o r  t h e  L o u i s v i l l e  m a r k e t ,  t h a t  

each of t h e  e l e v e n  e n t i t i e s  moving for f u l l  i n t e r v e n t i o n  is a 

" p e r s o n "  w i t h i n  the meaning o f '  807 KAR 5:001, S e c t i o n  3 ( 8 )  and 

KRS 446 .010(26)  and may r e q u e s t  l e a v e  t o  i n t e r v e n e  i n  t h i s  

proceeding, that the Motion d e s i g n a t e d  t h e  e l e v e n  e n t i t i e s  as 

" L o u i s v i l l e  C e l l u l a r  Te lephone  Companies' merely for c o n v e n i e n c e  

and b r e v i t y ,  t h a t  movan t s  a l l  s t a n d  i n  t h e  same p o s i t i o n  (as 

p o t e n t i a l  competitors) i n  r e l a t i o n  to  L o u i s v i l l e  CGSA, Inc., and 
t h a t  a n y  a d v e r s i t y  be tween  t h e  movants  w i t h  respect to t h e i r  

appl ica t ions  to t h e  FCC for the n o n - w i r e l e s s  p e r m i t  ha6 now b e e n  

resolved by t h e  p a r t n e r s h i p  and  s e t t l e m e n t  ag reemen t .  The Mot ion  

f u r t h e r  s ta tes  t h a t  probable competitors s h o u l d  be permitted to 

i n t e r v e n e  f u l l y ;  o t h e r w i s e ,  a p p l i c a t i o n s  of monopoly p r o v i d e r s  

w i l l  be i n s u l a t e d  from commcnte and c r o s s - e x a m i n a t i o n .  With 

respect t o  t h e  t i m e l i n e s s  of t h e  Motion, the Reply states t h a t  

t h e  n o t i c e  of hearing was r e c e i v e d  May 18, 1984 ,  and t h a t  



intervention w i l l  aid full consideration of the application. 

Finally, the Reply states that the rescheduling of the hearing 

will allow needed time for preparation and will also give movants 

an opportunity to meet as a formal partnership and coordinate a 

unified approach. 

The Commission, having considered the Motion, objections 

to Motion, Reply to objections, and being advised, HEREBY ORDERS 

that the Motion be and it hereby is sustained with respect to the 

request for full intervention and denied with respect to the 

request that the hearing scheduled June 5 ,  1984, at 9:00 a.m., 

Eastern Daylight Time, be rescheduled. 

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 4th day of June, 1984. 

P U B L W  SERVICE COMMXSSXON 

ATTEST: 

Secretary 


